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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Meeting
May 16, 1984
The assembly meeting scheduled for May 14 was cancelled due to the lack of
a quorum.
The campus assembly met at 4 p.m. on May 16, 1984, in the Science
Auditorium. Roll call was taken and a quorum (73 members) was present.
The assembly minutes of the January 23, February 6, 13, and 22 meetings
were approved.
The proposal from the Student Services Committee to establish a Student
Behavior Committee was presented. The proposed membership includes: Roy
Grohs (chair), Venieta Leikvoll, Jan Reifsteck, Sherree Bostrom, Mary
Kelash, and Richard Fillie. This is the first recommendation to the
assembly for the establishment of an adjunct committee. The proposal was
approved with no discussion.
A special election was held to replace Greg Hansen as a student member of
the 1983-84 Executive Committee. Pat Franey was nominated. There was a
motion that nominations cease and a unanimous ballot be cast for Franey.
The motion carried and Franey is the new student on the 1983-84 Executive
Committee.
An amended version of the UMM Constitution from the Executive Committee
was presented to the assembly for information. Imholte explained that it
was not the intent of the Executive Committee to completely revamp the
constitution, but to update it. He noted one correction to be made midway
on the second page. It should be •campus units," not "campus visits." He
explained that the proposed revision was for discussion only and the
earliest it could come up for action would be two weeks hence. It would
then need a two-thirds vote to pass.
Carver said he did not understand the distinction made between academic
professionals and academic administrative classifications. Imholte
replied that the academic professionals have backgrounds similar to
disciplinary faculty but are not engaged in full-time teaching. Academic
administrative staff have appointments of an administrative nature. He
explained that the University Senate has identified the academic
professionals with faculty and has made them eligible for membership in
the Senate, but has not permitted the academic administrative types to
hold Senate membership. Gremmels wondered if a distinction could be made
in the way these people were recruited and hired. Imholte said that to
some extent it could. He went on to say that the athletic trainer falls
under the academic professional category according to all-University
guidelines.
Granger thought the primary area of concern was the opportunity to serve
on committees and asked why the Executive Committee didn't treat them all
as civil service staff. Imholte again explained that in the case of the
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trainer and CERP people, there was no choice according to all-University
1uiaelines, and indicated that it was a difficult task, but that they had
usea a common sense kind of approach and had tried to be fair to all in
attempting to maintain the traditions of the campus~
Guyotte asked if the inclusion of these categories in the proposed
constitution would enlarge the membership of the assembly. Imholte
replied that it would not. He said that it would eliminate one and add
one.
Campbell asked if the intention was to make the registrar eligible for
assembly membership and not the person serving in his position. Imholte
said that it was.
Carver stated that at least two persons shown in the academic
administrative staff category have advanced degrees and are directly
involved with students. He thought a false distinction was being made
here and said he would favo·r changing the categories for at least those
two persons. Imholte replied that there would be an opportunity to offer
amendments.
Imholte asked if anyone had any comments on the revised section concerning
quorum. Hart referred to the sentence stating that an assembly member
would not be counted as part of the quorum if advance notification was
received concerning the member's absence. He asked if the Executive
Committee had considered indicating how far in advance the notification
would have to be, whether it should be oral or written, and to whom it
3hould be given. Imholte said that if the revision passed, the Executive
Committee would develop an operational statement.
Granger asked if the Executive Committee had discussed the problem of
part-time faculty attendance. He noted that some part-time people had
never attended a meeting. Imholte said that membership on the assembly
was determined each quarter, and therfore part-time faculty on the
assembly might change from one quarter to the next.
Imholte again reminded the assembly that this item could come up for
action in two weeks and that the likelihood of getting a two-thirds vote
was remote because of attendance problems. He indicated that the
Executive Committee might request a mail ballot, but that . there would be
opportunity for amendments.
Spring asked if amendments would be accepted from the floor or whether
they would need to be written and submitted by a certain time. Imholte
said the Executive Committee would make this determination. In the
meantime, amendments could be sent to him and he will see that they are
distributed prior to the next meeting.
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Imholte distributed the list of 1984-85 student members of the assembly
2nd the following elections were held:

E.xe.~utive Committee
Vice Chair - Kathy Benson by unanimous ballot.
Secretary - Dwight Purdy by unanimous ballot.
Faculty Member - Frank Beil and Kris Rotter were nominated.
elected.

Rotter was

Faculty Member - Jim Van Alstine by unanimous ballot.
Student Member - Charles Farrell by unanimous ballot.
Student Member - John Beranek by unanimous ballot:
Civil Service Member - Bonnie Eidem
Wojciechowski was elected.

&

Torn Wojciechowski were nominated.

Parliamentarian
John Kearnes was elected by unanimous ballot.

Faculty Members of consultative Committee
Ahern's position. Two-year term (1984-86).
Henjum were nominated. Ahern was elected.
Richards' position. Two-year term (1984-86).
Henjum were nominated. Richards was elected.

Bert Ahern and Arnold
Jean Richards and Arnold

Groh's position. Last year of that term (1984-86). Frank Beil,
Barbara McGinnis, Lois Hodgell, and Arnold Henjurn were nominated.
McGinnis declined. Henjurn was elected.

A.c.ademic Grievance Committee
Rotter's position.

Two-year term (1984-86).

Kris Rotter was elected

by unanimous ballot.

Van Alstine's position. Two-year term (1984-86).
elected by unanimous ballot.

Peter Whelan was

Wood's position. Two-year term (1984-86). Jenny Nellis and Joe
Latterell were nominated. Latterell was elected.
The following CEE curricular proposals were presented for action from the
Curriculum Committee: BuEc 1021, Hist. 3011/5857, and Psy. 1020-21-22.
The proposals were approved without discussion.
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The Computer Science major was presented for action by the Curriculum
~ommittee. Olson explained that the proposal had been discussed at length
JY the Curriculum Committee and the Campus Resources and Planning
Committee, and approved by them, by the discipline, and by the Division of
Science & Mathematics. He said the proposal was not new since it had been
forwarded by the division to the Curriculum Committee a year ago. He
indicated that the courses had been accepted then as part of the
curriculum, but the concept of a major or minor was not considered. He
explained that CSci 1103 is the only lower division course, but that other
courses would be studied for their appropriateness as lower division
offerings. He thought the addition of another faculty member would help
to bring in a fresh new look.
Frenier summarized some of the pros and cons that were discussed by the
planning committee. Some of those items were:
--much of the money comes from central administration
--great student demand
--some funding would come from grant source
--retention of high level students
--problem of soft money
--does not say what has to be given up
--does not address bridging problems
--morale problem
--SE & E costs
She indicated that the committee had talked about the distinction between
,ertical and horizontal computer resource allocation, vertical leading to
a greater breadth of expertise, and horizontal leading to development of
computer knowledge to a wider section of the campus.
Spring said that as a member of the planning committee, he voted against
the proposal for two reasons.
Resource feasibility is inadequately presented. From the consultant's
report, it is obvious that 1 FTE faculty is not enough. In a year
when we have had to give up a major, how can we agree to the
establishment of a major that would take two more FTE's. What
disciplines would have to give up an FTE to staff the new major? The
proposal indicates that major equipment will need replacing in 3 to 5
years and there is no firm plan for funding this.
Computer Science will soon be indispensable to all liberal arts
students. Putting resources into advanced courses in the major would
satisfy only the relatively small numbers of majors at the expense of
the computer education of the entire student body. Supports the
horizontal plan rather than the vertical one. There should be an
expansion of the lower division courses to serve other majors.
Lammers replied that assurance had been given that the SE & E of other
disciplines would not be affected.
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Purdy commented that what people perceive as a very common problem is the
lack of access to computer time. If this major is established, some would
view the science division as being in control of computer access. Olson
explained that there is some confusion over the distinction between the
Computer Center and the Computer Science major. They are two separate
entities. Guyotte sympathized with Purdy and wondered if we were shorting
the rest of the campus to serve the major.
Purdy stated that the justification given for the major was not very
convincing. He thought the proposal was surprisingly weak to have reached
the assembly, and said the first three reasons listed under justification
were not compelling reasons for adding the major.
Driggs asked if assurance could be given that computer instruction would
be available for the major as well as for all other students. He also was
concerned about the drain on future resources.
Burkey said it was difficult to retain good staff without having a
computer science major or minor.
Imholte stated that although no concrete deal has been made for providing
money from beyond this campus for the major, he thought there was reason
to believe that some funding could become available from the central
administration. He said that funding for the first position was available
for the first two years through Title III. He said that he could not
speak knowledgeably about SE & E funding. He also noted that the major
would use much of the existing hardware, although new purchases would be
nade.
The meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m.
Submitted by Pat Tanner

